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DRAWINGS 

The drawings do currently show a sensor, although 
it was not specifically called out as such in the 
originally filed specification. The specification has been 
5 amended to clarify that the combination of tension element 
22 and tension control assembly 20, which was described in 
the originally filed specification as measuring the amount 
by which tension element 22 is withdrawn, comprise a sensor 
for measuring a cycle's forward position. No new matter has 
10 been added, because applicant has simply inserted a 

clarifying observation that would be obvious to skilled 
persons . 



CLAIMS OBJECTIONS 

15 Claim 4 has been amended to refer to acceleration 

as change in velocity. Claim 7 has been cancelled, but as 
its limitation has been added to claim 1, applicant altered 
the language noted by the Examiner, in a slightly different 
manner than Examiner had suggested, but nevertheless a 

20 manner that applicant believes will be amenable to the 
Examiner . 



CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 USC 112 

Claims 5, 7-11 have been amended to recite "a 
25 cycle" as opposed to "said cycle" therefore clarifying that 
the cycle is not part of the assembly, but rather a 
separate item, placed onto the assembly. The "quantity 
related to" has been removed from claims 19-20. 
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CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 USC 102 

Claim 1 stands rejected under 35 USC 102 as being 
anticipated by both Potash and Radow. 
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Amended claim 1 includes the limitations of the 
original claim 1 and of original claim 7, slightly 
reworded. As Potash has not been held to anticipate claim 
7, this patentably distinguishes claim 1 over Potash. As 
5 original claims 1 and 7 , however, both stand rejected under 
35 USC 102, as being anticipated by Radow, applicant 
directs his remarks to the Radow patent. Radow does not 
anticipate amended claim 1 because Radow, to the extent he 
includes a rearward force application device, does not 

10 control his rearward force application device so " as to 
mimic physical effects felt by a cyclist on an earth 
surface . " The only explanation that Radow gives for his 
waist harness 135 is that it is "used to constrain the 
subject 101 to within a maximum distance from the aft frame 

15 strut 130." (Column 18, lines 14-17 of the Radow patent.) 

Although Radow does mention a winch that allows "a force to 
be exerted on test subject 101 via the waist harness 137" 
(column 18, lines 36-37) there is no disclosure of why it 
would be desirable to exert such a force or how the amount 

20 of force to be applied is computed. There appears to be no 
teaching and no suggestion that "the physical effects felt 
by a cyclist" i.e. wind resistance and/or inertia are being 
mimicked. Claims 2 and 6 are patentably distinct over the 
prior art for at least the reason that claim 1, from which 

25 these claims depend is patentable. Claims 3 and 4 are even 
further removed from the teachings of Potash and Radow, 
neither of which appears to suggest measuring speed or 
acceleration. Claims 9, 10 and 11 specifically call out 
mimicry of inertia and wind resistance, by applying a 

30 rearward force that is related to acceleration or velocity, 
respectively. This appears to be never mentioned in- Radow. 
There is simply no explanation of how the winch that Radow 
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mentions is used. There is nothing about making a rearward 
force dependent on velocity or acceleration relative to the 
treadmill belt. 

Claim 12 stands rejected as being anticipated by 
5 each one of Smith, Kim and Radow. Smith and Kim, however, 
do not permit any range of motion, as is specified by 
amended claim 12. Radow does not resist the motion of the 
user so as to mimic physical effects felt by a person on an 
earth surface. Rather, as noted previously, the harness 

10 shown in Radow is simply for the purpose of constraining 
the subject. 

Claims 13 through 18, each of which stands 
rejected as being anticipated by either Kim, Smith or 
Radow, are patentably distinct over the prior art for at 

15 least the reason that they depend on a patentable base 

claim. With respect to claims 17 and 18, Radow appears to 
simply not mention wind resistance or inertia. As noted in 
the discussion of claims 9-11, there is certainly nothing 
in any of the prior art about making a rearward force 

20 applied to a treadmill user related to the speed or 

acceleration of the treadmill user, as recited in claims 17 
and 18, respectively. 
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It is respectfully submitted that the claims are now 
in condition for allowance. Reconsideration and early 
notice of allowance are respectfully solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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Timothy E. Siegel 
Attorney for Applicant 
Reg. No.: 37,442 
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